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In general, who do you think is better
figuring out and using technology—
teenagers or adults?

Do you have a computer at home?
Do you have access to the Internet

through a computer at home?
Suppose you had a research report to

write either at school or work. If you
had the choice, how would you prefer
to conduct the research?

For students in grades 7–12, when
you have to conduct an experiment or
do other labatory work in your science
classes at school, does that work usually
help you understand what the class is
studying, or not?

Next is a list of a few things that some
people do on computers. Please tell us
if this is something you have ever done
on a computer, or not.
Used a word processing program to

write a report
Used the Internet to conduct research
Played computer games
Chatted on the Internet or sent e-mail
Searched the Internet for interesting

sites
Tell us whether or not you expect to

see these things happened in your
lifetime:
Space travel will be common for

ordinary Americans
New technology will prevent wars from

happening
Cloning of humans will be common
Every person in the country, including

kids, will have their own portable
phone and personal phone number

Home computers will work as a
computer, TV, VCR, and telephone all
in one

Cancer will be cured
AIDS will be cured
Most Americans will live to be more

than 100 years old
Floods, earthquakes and other natural

disasters will be controlled or
prevented by new developments in
science

Americans will vote for President and
other elected officials on the Internet
For students in grades 7–12, in terms

of the grades you usually get, would you
say you are a top student in your school,
above average, average or below
average?

How many hours did you spend
watching television yesterday?

Now thinking about the last week,
meaning the last seven days, how many
hours would you say you spent in total
talking with friends on the telephone?

How often do you read books on your
own, that is, books that are not required
reading for school or work?

For students in grades 7–12, are you
currently involved in any activities that
require you stay after school, such as a
sports team, theater, band or club?

Do you regularly carry a beeper or
pager, or not?

Now here are some background
questions.

How old are you?
Are you in school now, and if so,

what grade? If not, what is the highest
grade that you completed?

Are you, yourself of Hispanic origin
or descent such, as Mexican, Puerto
Rican, Cuban, or other Spanish
background?

What is your race? Are you white,
African-American, or some other race?

[FR Doc. 97–8162 Filed 3–31–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7555–01–M

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY BOARD

Sunshine Act Meeting

TIME: 9:30 a.m., Tuesday, April 8, 1997.
MATTERS TO BE DISCUSSED PLACE: The
Board Room, 5th Floor, 490 L’Enfant
Plaza, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20594.
STATUS: Open.
6825 Marine Incident Summary Report:

Near Grounding of the Liberian Tankship
PATRIOT, Bay of Campeche, Mexico,
October 15, 1995.

NEWS MEDIA CONTACT: Telephone: (202)
314–6100.
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: Bea
Hardesty, (202) 314–6065.

Dated: March 28, 1997.
Bea Hardesty,
Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 97–8375 Filed 3–28–97; 1:12 pm]
BILLING CODE 7533–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket No. 55–61425–SP; ASLBP No. 97–
725–02–SP]

Frank J. Calabrese, Jr.; Designation of
Presiding Officer

Pursuant to delegation by the
Commission dated December 29, 1972,
published in the Federal Register, 37
F.R. 28710 (1972), and Sections 2.105,
2.700, 2.702, 2.714, 2.714a, 2.717 and
2.1207 of the Commission’s Regulations,
a single member of the Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board Panel is hereby
designated to rule on petitions for leave
to intervene and/or requests for hearing
and, if necessary, to serve as the
Presiding Officer to conduct an informal
adjudicatory hearing in the following
proceeding.
Frank J. Calabrese, Jr.

(Denial of Senior Reactor Operator’s
License)

The hearing, if granted, will be
conducted pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
Subpart L of the Commission’s
Regulations, ‘‘Informal Hearing
Procedures for Adjudications in
Materials and Operator Licensing
Proceedings.’’ This proceeding concerns
a denial by NRC Staff of Mr. Calabrese’s
senior reactor operator’s license
application and Mr. Calabrese’s request
for a hearing pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
Section 2.103.

The Presiding Officer in this
proceeding is Administrative Judge G.
Paul Bollwerk, III. Pursuant to the
provisions of 10 C.F.R. § 2.722, the
Presiding Officer has appointed
Administrative Judge Thomas D.
Murphy to assist the Presiding Officer in
taking evidence and in preparing a
suitable record for review.

All correspondence, documents and
other materials shall be filed with Judge
Bollwerk and Judge Murphy in
accordance with C.F.R. § 2.701. Their
addresses are:
Administrative Judge G. Paul Bollwerk,

III, Presiding Officer, Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board Panel, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555

Administrative Judge Thomas D.
Murphy, Special Assistant, Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board Panel,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555
Issued at Rockville, Maryland, this 26th

day of March 1997.
B. Paul Cotter, Jr.,
Chief Administrative Judge, Atomic Safety
and Licensing Board Panel.
[FR Doc. 97–8207 Filed 3–31–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

[Docket Nos. 50–325 and 50–324]

Carolina Power & Light Co.
Consideration of Issuance of
Amendment to Facility Operating
License, Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination,
and Opportunity for a Hearing

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an amendment
to Facility Operating License Nos. DPR–
71 and DPR–62, issued to the Carolina
Power & Light Company (the licensee),
for operation of the Brunswick Steam
Electric Plant (BSEP) Units 1 and 2
respectively, located near Southport in
Brunswick County, North Carolina.

The proposed amendment would
revise the Technical Specifications (TS)
for BSEP Units 1 and 2 to eliminate
certain instrumentation response time
testing requirements in accordance with
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NRC-approved BWR Owners Group
Topical Report NEDO–32291–A,
‘‘System Analysis for the Elimination of
Selected Response Time Testing
Requirements.’’ The testing
requirements are associated with the
reactor protection system (RPS),
isolation system, and emergency core
cooling system (ECCS). The proposed
amendment must be issued in a timely
manner to avoid an unnecessary
shutdown of both BSEP units as a result
of forcing compliance with current TS
requirements. Such a shutdown creates
a potential for an undesirable plant
transient and is unnecessary in that the
proposed TS, which would permit
continued operation, are consistent with
guidelines already approved by the NRC
staff.

The licensee was formally notified by
the NRC on March 21, 1997, of the
potential that its response time testing
procedures, which are consistent with
the NRC-approved NEDO–32291–A
Topical Report, do not meet current TS
surveillance requirements. The licensee
then promptly examined its testing
practices, determined that a TS
compliance issue existed, and submitted
a TS amendment request on March 24,
1997. That amendment request was
superseded on March 27, 1997, with the
proposed amendment addressed by this
notice. The NRC staff is thus satisfied
that, once formally notified of a
potential TS compliance problem, the
licensee used its best efforts to make a
timely amendment request.

In response to a March 21, 1997,
verbal request from the licensee,
enforcement discretion was granted by
the NRC on this matter until April 21,
1997, while the proposed amendment is
publicly noticed and considered by the
NRC. The licensee’s request for
enforcement discretion is documented
in a letter to the NRC dated March 22,
1997. The NRC’s approval of that
request is documented in a letter dated
March 25, 1997. Both letters are
available to the public.

Before issuance of the proposed
license amendment, the Commission
will have made findings required by the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act) and the Commission’s
regulations.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6), for
amendments to be granted under
exigent circumstances, the NRC staff
must determine that the amendment
request involves no significant hazards
consideration. Under the Commission’s
regulations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means
that operation of the facility in
accordance with the proposed
amendment would not (1) involve a
significant increase in the probability or

consequences of an accident previously
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from
any accident previously evaluated; or
(3) involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. As required by 10 CFR
50.91(a), the licensee has provided its
analysis of the issue of no significant
hazards consideration, which is
presented below:

CP&L has reviewed these proposed license
amendment requests and concluded that
their adoption does not involve a significant
hazards consideration. The bases for this
determination follows.

1. The proposed license amendments do
not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

BWR Owners’ Group Licensing Topical
Report NEDO–32291–A demonstrates that
quantitative response time testing is
redundant to other Technical Specification
requirements. Qualitative tests are sufficient
to identify failure modes or degradation in
instrument response time and ensure
operation of the associated systems within
acceptance limits. There are no known
failure modes that can be detected by
response time testing that cannot also be
detected by other Technical Specification
required tests. ECCS, RPS, and Isolation
System response times will continue to be
determined using a methodology that has
been reviewed and approved by the NRC.
Therefore, the proposed license amendments
do not involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The proposed license amendments
would not create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed license amendments do not
affect the capability of the associated systems
to perform their intended function within the
acceptance limits assumed in the plant safety
analyses and required for successful
mitigation of an initiating event. The
proposed amendments do not change the
way in which any plant systems are operated.
ECCS, RPS, and Isolation System response
times will continue to be determined using
a methodology that has been reviewed and
approved by the NRC. Therefore, the
proposed amendments do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident.

3. The proposed license amendments do
not involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The current Technical Specification
response times are based on the maximum
allowable values assumed in the plant safety
analyses.

These analyses conservatively establish the
margin of safety. As described above,
determination of response times based on an
alternate NRC approved methodology (i.e.,
provided in the NEDO–32291–A report) will
not affect the capability of the associated
systems to perform their intended function
within the allowed response time used as the
bases for the plant safety analyses. Plant and
system response to an initiating event will

remain in compliance with the assumptions
of the safety analyses; therefore, the margin
of safety is not affected.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 14 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 14-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period, such that
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment before the expiration of the
14-day notice period, provided that its
final determination is that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The final
determination will consider all public
and State comments received. Should
the Commission take this action, it will
publish in the Federal Register a notice
of issuance. The Commission expects
that the need to take this action will
occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Chief, Rules Review and
Directives Branch, Division of Freedom
of Information and Publications
Services, Office of Administration, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, and
should cite the publication date and
page number of this Federal Register
notice. Written comments may also be
delivered to Room 6D22, Two White
Flint North, 11545 Rockville Pike,
Rockville, Maryland, from 7:30 a.m. to
4:15 p.m. Federal workdays. Copies of
written comments received may be
examined at the NRC Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC.

The filing of requests for hearing and
petitions for leave to intervene is
discussed below.

By May 1, 1997, the licensee may file
a request for a hearing with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written request
for a hearing and a petition for leave to
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intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition for leave to intervene shall be
filed in accordance with the
Commission’s ‘‘Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proceedings’’ in 10
CFR part 2. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and at the local public
document room located at the William
Madison Randall Library, 601 S. College
Road, Wilmington, North Carolina
28403–3297. If a request for a hearing or
petition for leave to intervene is filed by
the above date, the Commission or an
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board,
designated by the Commission or by the
Chairman of the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board Panel, will rule on the
request and/or petition; and the
Secretary or the designated Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board will issue a
notice of hearing or an appropriate
order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) The nature of the
petitioner’s right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner’s
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert

opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If the amendment is issued before the
expiration of the 30-day hearing period,
the Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. If a
hearing is requested, the final
determination will serve to decide when
the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration, any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, Attention:
Docketing and Services Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission’s Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC, by
the above date. Where petitions are filed
during the last 10 days of the notice
period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly so inform the Commission by
a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union at 1–(800) 248–5100 (in Missouri
1–(800) 342–6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram
Identification Number N1023 and the

following message addressed to Mr.
Mark Reinhart, Acting Director, Project
Directorate II–1, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission: petitioner’s
name and telephone number, date
petition was mailed, plant name, and
publication date and page number of
this Federal Register notice. A copy of
the petition should also be sent to the
Office of the General Counsel, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, and to Mr.
William D. Johnson, Vice President and
Senior Counsel, Carolina Power & Light
Company, Post Office Box 1551,
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602, attorney
for the licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board that the petition and/or request
should be granted based upon a
balancing of the factors specified in 10
CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)–(v) and 2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment dated March 27, 1997,
which is available for public inspection
at the Commission’s Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC, and at the
local public document room, located at
the University of North Carolina at
Wilmington, William Madison Randall
Library, 601 S. College Road,
Wilmington, North Carolina 28403–
3297.

Dated at Rockville, MD, this 27th day of
March 1997.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
David C. Trimble,
Project Manager, Project Directorate II–1,
Division of Reactor Projects-I–II, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 97–8400 Filed 3–31–97; 12:485 pm]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

[Docket No. 50–336]

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al.; Notice of Withdrawal of Application
for Amendment to Facility Operating
License

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) has
granted the request of Northeast Nuclear
Energy Company, et al. (the licensee) to
withdraw its November 30, 1994,
application, as supplemented May 8 and
August 1, 1995, for proposed
amendment to Facility Operating
License No. DPR–65 for the Millstone
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